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PH 
Placer County Planning Commission 

Public Hearing on Draft Environmental Impact Report 

November 19, 2015 10:00 a.m. 

 

Alexis Oller, Executive Director of Mountain Area Preservation 

PH-1 The comment suggests that the EIR discounts environmental impacts on the West Parcel 

based on preservation of the East Parcel and that conclusions are unsubstantiated. This is 

not the case. See Master Response 3 regarding the baseline physical conditions by which 

Placer County (the lead agency) determined significance of impacts. As discussed in Master 

Response 1, the Draft EIR analysis is based on substantial evidence and the analysis of 

environmental impacts is adequate; recirculation is not warranted.  

PH-2 The comment points to general concerns with biological resources, traffic, air quality, public 

safety, hydrology, fire hazards, visual resources, nighttime light solutions, cumulative 

impacts, and the Brockway Campground proposal. The EIR addresses all areas of concern 

listed in the comment. Please see Master Response 2, regarding the Brockway Campground 

Proposal. 

 The comment also references comments provided by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger on behalf 

of Sierra Watch. Please see the responses to comment letter IO41. 

PH-3 The comment expresses concern with visual resource impacts, suggesting changes to the 

project to reduce such impacts. The comment reiterates findings of the EIR and offers 

suggestions for the project. The EIR concluded that impacts related to glare would be less 

than significant and no mitigation is required.  

PH-4 The comment expresses concern with project access from SR 267, suggesting an alternate 

site entry from Highlands View Road, and concern with traffic congestion and public safety on 

SR 267.  See response to comment IO18-26 regarding suggestions to access the project site 

from Highlands View Road.  

PH-5 The comment expresses concern regarding cumulative impacts, in particular related to the 

Brockway Campground proposal, and states the EIR does not include a robust analysis of the 

cumulative impact. The methodology for the cumulative impact analysis is described in 

Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the Draft EIR. Summaries of the cumulative impacts are included in 

Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Chapter 2, “Executive Summary” 

of the Draft EIR. The full discussion of each cumulative impact, considered in the context of 

other existing and proposed projects, are addressed within each resource chapter of the 

Draft EIR (Chapters 5 through 18). The existing cumulative condition is described; the effect 

of past, present, and future projects are considered in conjunction with the proposed project 

to determine if a significant cumulative impact would result, and the project contribution to 

that cumulative condition is assessed. If the project contribution is cumulatively 

considerable, mitigation to lessen the project contribution is described if available. 

Isaac Silverman, Staff Attorney for Sierra Watch 

PH-6 The comment provides an introduction to Sierra Watch and expresses concerns with the 

proposed MVWPSP stating that, although preservation of the East Parcel would be positive, 

there are concerns with development of the West Parcel and the Brockway Campground 

proposal. The comment provides background related to the Martis Valley Opportunity 

Agreement. First, please see the responses to comment letter IO41, which address the 

commenter’s concerns regarding the Draft EIR environmental resource analyses. Also, see 

Master Response 2, regarding the Brockway Campground proposal, which the comment 
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states is not evaluated in the EIR. The comment discusses land use designations versus 

zoning or development rights. Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” of the Draft EIR 

evaluates the potential land use impacts of the proposed MVWPSP, including the proposed 

conservation of the 6,376-acre East Parcel. Any entitlements processed for the MVWPSP 

following approval of the Specific Plan would not include entitlements for the Brockway 

Campground, which is a separate project subject to its own environmental review and project 

approval.  

Shannon Eckmeyer, League to Save Lake Tahoe 

PH-7 The comment expresses concern regarding cumulative impacts, in particular related to the 

Brockway Campground proposal. See Master Response 2, regarding the Brockway 

Campground proposal and the cumulative analyses.  

PH-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR did not address impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin. This 

comment is reiterated in the written comment letter from the League to Save Lake Tahoe. 

See response to comment IO26-5.  

PH-9 The comment requests information on coordination with TRPA. See response to comment 

IO26-14.  

PH-10 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should be recirculated with analysis of the Brockway 

Campground and Lake Tahoe Basin impacts. See Master Response 1. Also, see responses to 

comments PH-7 and PH-8, above and responses to comment letter IO26. 

Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident 

PH-11 The comment expresses concerns related to the analysis of cumulative effects and suggests 

that the Final EIR should provide a table of project-specific effects separate from cumulative 

effects. The comment cites the executive summary and states that the EIR does not have a 

separate cumulative chapter like other EIRs. The cumulative context and methodology for 

cumulative impacts are described in Section 4.2, “Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology,” 

in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts, and the project’s contribution to such 

impacts, are addressed for each environmental resource throughout Chapters 5 through 18 

of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the numbering throughout the resource chapters, Table 2-1 

in the Executive Summary (Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR) summarizes the potential 

environmental effects of the project, any required mitigation measures, and the significance 

of the impact before and after mitigation, again identifying the cumulative impacts separately 

from the project impacts.  

The Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. As 

described in Master Response 1, there have been no changes to the Draft EIR reflecting 

“significant new information” triggering the need for recirculation pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

PH-12 The comment requests a defined process describing the relationship of the MVWPSP and the 

Draft EIR. As described in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR, “Environmental Review Process and 

Public Involvement,” the public review process of the Draft EIR provided for concurrent 

review of the proposed MVWPSP, which is the subject of the environmental review document. 

The public has had access to review the complete Draft MVWPSP, the Draft EIR, and the NOP 

and Initial Study, all of which are available on the County’s website: 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestp

arcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp. As stated on the County’s website, under “2015 

Public Draft Specific Plan,” the draft Specific Plan does not have a comment period assigned 

to it. As discussed on page 1-8 of the Draft EIR, following revisions to the Specific Plan, a 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestparcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestparcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp
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revised NOP and Initial Study were released notifying the public that Placer County would be 

preparing an EIR for the revised project.  

PH-13 The comment requests that the Final EIR provide maps of the MVWPSP and the Brockway 

Campground proposals and discuss which roads and EVAs would be used. MVWPSP 

emergency access roads are described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR 

(see page 3-24) and shown in Exhibit 3-9. The Brockway Campground proposal is listed as a 

cumulative project in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and considered throughout the cumulative 

impacts of Chapters 5 through 18. For further discussion regarding emergency response and 

evacuation, see Master Response 9 of this Final EIR. See Draft EIR Chapter 14, “Geology and 

Soils,” for disclosure and analysis of avalanche hazard. 

PH-14 The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to go before the TRPA. This is not correct. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” and Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR explain that no portion of 

the MVWPSP is located within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Therefore, no action by TRPA is required 

to implement the Specific Plan. This obviates the need to discuss applicability of TRPA goals 

and policies in the regulatory setting of each resource chapter of the EIR. 

 As indicated in the comment, the MVWPSP proposes use of a portion of the Fibreboard 

Freeway as a secondary EVA. The use of Fibreboard Freeway for emergency evacuation 

would neither be a new access route, nor would it undergo any improvements. The project 

includes a primary EVA that would be paved for year-round use.  The primary EVA would meet 

local and State requirements, and the secondary EVA is not required by local and state code 

or ordinance. The secondary EVA would be connected to the project site by existing dirt roads 

and no action by TRPA would be required. 

PH-15 The comment discusses CEQA requirements for alternatives and suggests a reduced density 

alternative on the East Parcel. See Master Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

Laurel Ames, Tahoe Area Sierra Club 

PH-16 The comment introduces the Tahoe Area Sierra Club and expresses concern with impacts to 

both Martis Valley and the Tahoe Basin, citing traffic concerns and cumulative traffic 

impacts. The comment reiterates information from the EIR. Traffic impacts, including 

cumulative impacts, are addressed in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR.  

PH-17 The comment expresses concerns with the project description and environmental analysis of 

a specific plan. Please see response to comment IO18-5, which explains that, as a proposed 

specific plan, the action being considered by Placer County is a planning action: 

redesignation of land uses, rezoning of lands, and preservation of lands. The EIR analyzes 

and discloses the physical environmental effects of buildout of the project, in this case, a 

specific plan. See response to comment IO18-3. As discussed therein, the intent of the EIR, if 

certified, is to serve as the base environmental document for subsequent entitlement 

approvals within the West Parcel. The determination of whether a requested subsequent 

development entitlement is consistent with the MVWPSP, and whether this EIR considered 

the project-specific effects, would be made by the County through the MVWPSP conformity 

review process to determine consistency with the adopted MVWPSP, CEQA, and other 

regulatory documents and guidelines. A Subsequent Conformity Review questionnaire will be 

required for each subsequent project approval application, and the County may require 

additional information, such as project-specific technical studies. The comment refers to 

public noticing. All development projects would be subject to parcel and/or tentative maps 

and other additional entitlements, which would be considered by the Planning Commission in 

one or more public meetings.   Any subsequent CEQA analysis, including the questionnaire 

and studies prepared for a particular project and the County determination of whether and 

what additional CEQA analysis is required, would be available for public review during this 
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process. Therefore, there would be additional public input into the environmental effects of 

subsequent projects.   

 Please also see Draft EIR Section 1.6, “Environmental Review Process and Public 

Involvement,” specifically Section 1.6.2, “Public Involvement,” which describes the timeline 

and public meetings/hearings involved in the first and second notices of preparation (NOPs) 

as well as for the Draft EIR. 

PH-18 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

Loren Enstad, North Lake Tahoe Resident 

PH-19 The comment provides introductory remarks and expresses concern regarding the Brockway 

Campground proposal. Please see Master Response 2 regarding this separate project. 

PH-20 The comment expresses concerns related to demands on public services, particularly related 

to wildfire hazards and emergency evacuation. Impacts associated with wildfires and 

emergency response are described in Draft EIR Chapter 18, “Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials,” and Chapter 17, “Public Services and Utilities.” Please also see Master Response 

9 related to wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the Emergency Preparedness and 

Evacuation Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP.  

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when 

making decisions regarding the project.  

Robert Heinz, North Lake Tahoe Resident 

PH-21 The comment expresses concerns related to wildfire hazards and the project’s effect on 

emergency evacuation routes. Please see Master Response 9 and responses to comments 

on letter IO21.  

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when 

making decisions regarding the project.  

Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the West Shore 

PH-22 The comment expresses concern that the MVWPSP is not affordable housing and not smart 

growth, referring to a handout circulated at the public hearing from a project opponent. The 

project does not purport to be a smart growth or affordable housing development or plan. 

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when 

making decisions regarding the project.   

PH-23 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

PH-24 The comment raises concerns with the Draft EIR’s analysis of traffic and the 80/20 

occupancy split (part time/full time residents). Please see Master Response 5 and response 

to comment IO18-10, which address these concerns.  

PH-25 The comment states that not all of the NOP comments were posted or addressed. See 

response to comment IO18-83. The FOWS letters in response to the NOP were considered in 
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preparation of the Draft EIR and were posted to the County’s website upon note of their 

absence. 

PH-26 The comment expresses concerns with the project description and environmental analysis of 

a Specific Plan. Please see responses to comments PH-17, IO18-5 and IO31-11.  

 Please also see Draft EIR Section 1.6, “Environmental Review Process and Public 

Involvement,” specifically Section 1.6.2, “Public Involvement,” which describes the timeline 

and public meetings/hearings involved in the first and second notices of preparation (NOPs) 

as well as for the Draft EIR. 

PH-27 The comment expresses concern regarding Tahoe vehicle miles traveled. This issue is 

addressed in Master Response 6 in this Final EIR. Please also see Master Response 5, 

regarding the occupancy split assumptions. 

PH-28 The comment raises concerns with the methodology for analysis of greenhouse gas 

emissions. Please see Master Response 7 and Master Response 3, which address these 

concerns. 

PH-29 The comment expresses concerns related to demands on public services, particularly related 

to wildfire hazards and emergency evacuation. Impacts associated with wildfires and 

emergency response are described in Draft EIR Chapter 18, “Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials,” and Chapter 17, “Public Services and Utilities.” Please also see Master Response 

9, regarding emergency response and evacuation. 

PH-30 The comment states that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Please see Master Response 1.  

Peggy Nicholas, Carnelian Bay Resident 

PH-31 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts on traffic and circulation 

and inquires as to whether Caltrans is involved in the EIR process. Please see Chapter 10, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR, which describes the existing circulation 

patterns in the vicinity of the MVWPSP project site and evaluates transportation impacts from 

construction and operation of the proposed MVWPSP uses. The analyses in this section are 

based on traffic volume data collected in August 2013 and March 2014; site visits 

conducted in May 2014; and incorporation, where appropriate, of data from local and 

regional transportation studies. As described in Section 10.2, Caltrans owns, operates, and 

maintains most of the study area’s major roadways, including SR 267, SR 28 and I-80. As 

such, Caltrans (District 3) planning and policy documents provided guidance on expectations 

for these routes related to traffic operations relevant to this analysis and the potential effects 

of the proposed project. As explained in Section 10.3, Caltrans’ threshold for roadways 

segments, signalized intersections, and unsignalized intersections was used in the impact 

analysis. Caltrans District 3 submitted comments on the NOP (March 30, 2015) and 

comments on the Draft EIR (December 14 and December 22, 2015), and the County 

coordinated with Caltrans during preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Ann Nichols, North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 

PH-32 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

 The comment also states that the project should be analyzed against existing conditions. See 

Master Response 3 regarding the baseline physical conditions by which Placer County 

determined whether an impact was significant in the Draft EIR. 
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PH-33 The comment expresses opposition to the project due to effects on the ridgelines 

surrounding Lake Tahoe. The comment references a photo taken from the project site from a 

drone that purports to show that project structures would be visible from Lake Tahoe and 

that based on this, says the visual [study] needs to be reassessed. Neither the County nor 

the EIR preparers can verify if the photo was taken from the location of potential commercial 

development within the boundary of the project site. See Master Response 4 regarding the 

visual resources analysis.  

PH-34 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR be recirculated. Please see Master Response 1. 

 The comment also suggests a reduced density alternative on the East Parcel. See Master 

Response 10. 

PH-35 The comment expresses opposition to the project and implies that, because development on 

the East Parcel is not already permitted, the transfer of development potential to the West 

Parcel would not result in environmental gain. In regard to the comment that there should be 

a comprehensive analysis, please see Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, specifically Section 1.6, 

“Environmental Review Process and Public Involvement.”  

In regard to the transfer to development rights from the East Parcel to the West Parcel, 

please see response to comments IO16-2 and t A-1-2. 

In regard to concerns related to ridgelines, as described in the Draft EIR on page 9-9, the 

MVWPSP development area is located on north facing slopes on the north side of a ridge that 

separates Martis Valley from the Lake Tahoe Basin to the south. To determine if buildings 

allowed by MVWPSP could be visible over the ridgeline from within the Tahoe Basin, the Draft 

EIR evaluated visual profile studies and visual simulations (see Master Response 4 for more 

detail on the methodology). The analysis reflected a conservative approach that assumed all 

buildings achieved the maximum allowable height, and the analysis did not reflect the 

implementation of MVWPSP policies that are cited in the comment, which would reduce the 

visual effects of development (see Draft EIR page 9-30). This analysis determined that “No 

structures would be visible from Lake Tahoe and tree removal visible from Lake Tahoe would 

be largely obscured by remaining trees” (Draft EIR page 9-37). In addition, refer to response 

to comment A-1-6 as well as response to comments IO27-1 and IO50-3 regarding ridgeline 

protections. 

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when 

making decisions regarding the project.  

 


